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Resource 
characterization

Threats assessment

Condition assessment

… overlaps between resource characterization and threat / condition assessments.



Resource characterization

-- existing & new info. summaries – some examples

Threats assessment (agents of change, stresses, system 
responses)

-- approach, summary matrices

Condition assessment

-- information availability

-- reference / benchmark data

-- “grades”

-- summary matrices







Resident Birds –
new analyses of 
population 
trends

















• UV-B, Ozone, Deposition (N, S, H+ et al.)
• Hg

• Nutrient enrichment
• Microbial & other contaminants

• Fire
• Altered hydrology

• Habitat loss / impairment
• Visitor use & habitat disturbance

• Harvest / hunting / take
• Exotic species

• Pests & pathogens
• Climate change

• Multiple stressors 

Threats



• Synthesize information on agents of change – incl. spatial & temporal 
patterns

• Review impacts on abiotic & biotic ecosystem components

• Assess confidence – quantity / quality of information

Threats analysis
-- incorporates condition-related data









Metal: Arsenic
2000-2003 Northeast NCA Data State =  ME
ERL/ERM threshold limits are in effect

ERL = 8.2  ppm
ERM = 70  ppm

State map Symbols designate condition as defined in legend below.
Pie diagram & statistics table indicate percentage of estuarine area in state in 4 condition categories

State pie chart:  

State statistics:
Percentage of Estuarine Area in ME
Good 26.4%
Fair 73.6%
Poor 0.0%
Missing 0.0%
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Metrics & information 
availability ….

Condition 
Assessments



Condition metrics:

information availability



Benchmarks

• Park goals e.g. no exotics

• External criteria
e.g. stream macroinvertebrates, Hg burdens, trophic state

• Historical (i.e. trends)
e.g. lake transparency, dissolved oxygen

• Spatial frameworks:
- state

- ecoregion / biophysical region
- broader region / national

e.g. lake transparency, water chemistry, Hg in biota, 
atmospheric deposition

Condition 
Assessments







Stream macroinvertebrate assemblage metrics – statewide assessment system.





Historical data: Loons
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Historical data: Lake transparency



Hypolimnetic Dissolved Oxygen Depletion –

60-year comparison: 1942, 1980s-2006

1942 lake 
surveys
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Figure 11.  Minimum known percent of streams (n = 37) occupied by northern dusky 
salamanders in ACAD, 1938–2003.  (Figure from Bank et al. 2006)

Historical data: Salamanders
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< 5 %

5 – 14.9 %

15 – 24.9 %

>25 %

Classify lakes by % 
development + agriculture in 
direct-draining watersheds



Compare transparency in 
ACAD lakes with ME lakes 

having least developed 
watersheds (<5% devel. + 

agric.)
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Condition summary 
(in part)


